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Introduction 
Chapters 619 and 658 of 2016 (House Bill 336/Senate Bill 161), Criminal Procedure - Seizure 
and Forfeiture, require each seizing authority in consultation with the corresponding forfeiting 
authority to report information to the Maryland Statistical Analysis Center (Center) on the 
seizure and forfeiture of property related to violations of the Controlled Dangerous Substances 
law, effective October 1, 2016.  Specifically, and in accordance with § 12-602(a) of the Criminal 1

Procedure Article, each seizing authority in consultation with the corresponding forfeiting 
authority shall report how any funds appropriated to the authority as a result of forfeiture were 
spent in the preceding fiscal year and the following information about each individual seizure 
and forfeiture completed by the agency under this title: 

1. The date that currency, vehicles, houses, or other types of property were seized; 
2. The type of property seized, including year, make, and model, as applicable; 
3. The outcome of related criminal action, including whether charges were brought, a plea 

bargain was reached, a conviction was obtained, or an acquittal was issued; 
4. Whether a unit of federal government took custody of the seized property, and the name 

of the unit; 
5. For property other than money, the market value of the property seized; 
6. If money was seized, the amount of money; 
7. The amount the seizing authority received in the prior year from the federal government 

as part of an equitable sharing agreement; 
8. The race and gender of the person or persons from whom the property was seized, if 

known; and 
9. Whether the property was returned to the owner. 

In addition, and pursuant to § 12-602(d) of the Criminal Procedure Article, the Center shall 
develop a standard form, a process, and deadlines for electronic data entry for annual submission 
of forfeiture data by seizing authorities.  The Center shall also compile the submissions and issue 2

an aggregate report of all forfeitures under this title in the State. 

Pursuant to this charge, and in 2017, an implementation group formed to include law 
enforcement, legal, and legislative representatives. This group met to review the requirements of 
the bill, to review the data elements, and to develop a reporting protocol. As a result, an online 
reporting form (known as the Legislative Reporting Portal) was created for the consistent and 
unified collection of seizure and forfeiture information. The finalized protocol for reporting was 

1 Maryland General Assembly. (2016). Chapter 619 of 2016 (House Bill 336) and Chapter 658 of 2016 (Senate Bill 
161), Criminal Procedure - Seizure and Forfeiture.  
2 Ibid. 
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disseminated to all seizing authorities in the State (as illustrated in Appendix A). Since 
September 1, 2017, all seizing authorities have reported information to the Center as it relates to 
all seizure and forfeiture incidents.  

Furthermore, and in accordance with § 12-602(e)(2) of the Criminal Procedure Article, the 
Center shall submit the aggregate report to the Governor, the General Assembly, and each 
seizing authority before September 1 of each year. 

Chapter 235 of 2019 (Senate Bill 643), Criminal Procedure - Forfeiture Proceeds - 
Appropriation Percentage and Reporting, increased the amount, from 20% to 100%, of 
Controlled Dangerous Substance forfeiture proceeds deposited in the General Fund that the 
Governor shall appropriate to the Maryland Department of Health for the purpose of funding 
drug treatment and education programs.  In addition, and pursuant to § 12-602(f) of the Criminal 3

Procedure Article, the Center shall include in its aggregate report the total amount from 
forfeitures deposited in the General Fund that were appropriated to the Maryland Department of 
Health for the programs, and how such funds were spent.  4

Summary 
Between January 1 and December 31, 2018, there were a total of 3,830 cases involving the 
seizure of property with a total of 4,550 property items seized from 4,115 individuals from one 
of 43 law enforcement agencies (seizing authorities) in Maryland. The most common form of 
seizure consisted of currency. The majority of individuals who had property seized were Black 
(85%) or male (92%).  

As of March 1, 2019, most of the property seizures remained in a pending status, and 322 
resulted in a forfeiture of property. Law enforcement agencies continue to provide property 
updates in the Legislative Reporting Portal beyond the March 1 deadline; however, those 
numbers are not included in this report (please see the Recommendations section for more 
information).  

The amount the seizing authority received from the federal government as part of an equitable 
sharing agreement, from the prior year, was tracked separately through individual law 
enforcement reports submitted to the Department of Justice Asset Forfeiture Programs Equitable 
Sharing (E-Share) reports. Next year’s report, Seizure and Forfeiture 2019 Annual Report (Third 
Report to the State of Maryland), will include additional information on the seizure and 
forfeiture of property related to violations of the Controlled Dangerous Substances laws for the 

3 Maryland General Assembly. (2019). Chapter 235 of 2019 (Senate Bill 643), Criminal Procedure - Forfeiture 
Proceeds - Appropriation Percentage and Reporting. Maryland General Assembly. (2019). Senate Bill 643 (2019), 
Criminal Procedure - Forfeiture Proceeds - Appropriation Percentage and Reporting (Fiscal and Policy Note).  
4 Ibid. 
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calendar year 2019. Specifically, and pursuant to § 12-602(f) of the Criminal Procedure Article, 
the Seizure and Forfeiture 2019 Annual Report (Third Report to the State of Maryland) will also 
include the total amount from Controlled Dangerous Substances forfeitures deposited in the 
General Fund and appropriated to the Maryland Department of Health. Given this charge, the 
Center will collaborate with the Maryland Department of Health to identify the total amount 
from forfeitures that were appropriated for drug treatment and education programs, and how the 
funds were spent.  

Methodology  
In accordance with §§ 12-101 and 12-104 of the Criminal Procedure Article, the following 
DEFINITIONS are to be used when recording seizure and forfeiture data: 

➢ Seizing authority means a law enforcement unit in the State that is authorized to 
investigate violations of the Controlled Dangerous Substances law and that has seized 
property under this title.. 

➢ Forfeiting Authority means the unit or person designated by agreement between the 
State’s Attorney for a county and the chief executive officer of the governing body 
having jurisdiction over assets subject to forfeiture to act on behalf of the governing body 
regarding those assets; or if the seizing authority is a unit of the State, a unit or person 
that the Attorney General or the Attorney General’s designee designates by agreement 
with a State’s Attorney, county attorney, or municipal attorney to act on behalf of the 
State regarding assets subject to forfeiture by the State. 

➢ Return means an agreement to return the property has been finalized or the agency has 
sent notification in any form (phone, email, letter) to the lienholder or owner that the 
property is available for return. It does not require that the owner has taken physical 
possession of the property. 

Pursuant to Chapters 619 and 658 of 2016, all seizing authorities must submit data each time a 
law enforcement agency authorizes the seizure of money or property from a criminal 
investigation of a Controlled Dangerous Substances law violation. In response to this, an online 
Legislative Reporting Portal was created in which each seizing authority is responsible for 
assigning one or more contacts from their agency to enter seizure/forfeiture information into the 
system. All seizure and forfeiture information must be submitted in the online Legislative 
Reporting Portal which is due to the Center no later than March 1 of the subsequent year. If 
necessary, the corresponding forfeiting authority (state, county, or municipal attorney) must 
collaborate with the seizing authority to compile the required information. 

The initial seizing authority must be a Maryland law enforcement agency to be included in the 
report. Seizures that are authorized initially by a federal agency and transferred to a Maryland 

Page 4 
 



 

law enforcement agency are not required to be reported under this law.  

This Seizure and Forfeiture FY 2018 Annual Report (Second Report to the State of Maryland) 
presents aggregate data on seizures/forfeitures in Maryland that were reported to the Center by 
law enforcement agencies in 2018. The original data were extracted and analyzed by the Center. 
The Center relies on the seizing and forfeiting authorities to provide timely, accurate, and 
complete data as required by the law. It is important to note that the Center made no independent 
review of the records of the seizing and forfeiting authorities to ensure they  complied with the 
legal requirements. 
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Required Data Elements 
The data elements assigned to the Legislative Reporting Portal, and required of each seizing 
authority, are illustrated below. One of the required data elements, “the amount the seizing 
authority received in the prior year from the federal government as part of an equitable sharing 
agreement” was tracked separately through individual law enforcement reports submitted to the 
E-Share reports.  

Data 
Information Units of Measure Comments 

Agency name Name of Agency This is automatically populated based on the 
agency filling out the entry. 

Police report 
case number Police case number Optional 

Seizure Date  Date of Seizure Date is selected from a calendar box menu. 
Type of 
property 
seized 

Currency, motor vehicle, boat/watercraft, 
aircraft, real property, jewelry, 
miscellaneous (please specify) 

If motor vehicle, watercraft, or aircraft is selected, 
the agency must provide the corresponding year, 

make, and model.  

Property 
market value Market value in $__.__ format  

The National Automobile Dealers Association 
market value was used for any seizures of motor 

vehicles. 
Unit of 
federal 

government 

Whether a unit of federal government 
took custody of the property (Yes, No) 

If yes, the agency must select Department of 
Justice or Department of Treasury. 

Disposition of 
property 

Buy back agreement - full settlement, 
full return, returned to innocent owner, 

returned to lien holder, forfeited, pending 

The pending disposition should be used whenever 
final disposition of the property has not yet been 
determined. This is the property disposition as of 

March 1st.  
Gender Male, female Gender of the individual who had property seized. 

Race 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, 

Asian, Black, Hispanic/Latino, Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, White, Other 

Race of the individual who had property seized. 

Arrested Yes or No Was the individual who had property seized 
arrested for an offense 

CJIS Code CJIS code (dropdown menu) for the 
crime(s) individual was arrested 

Check all CJIS codes that apply, full list of 
Controlled Dangerous Substance (CDS) CJIS codes 

is found in Appendix B. 
Adjudication State or federal Jurisdiction where the case was adjudicated 

Outcome of 
criminal 
action 

Guilty, PBJ, not guilty, dismissed, nolle 
pros, stet, no verdict, abated, pending, 

other 

Only outcomes related to cases that were 
adjudicated at the state level and those where the 

property or currency was forfeited. Outcome as of 
March 1st.  

Plea bargain Yes or no Did the case result in a plea bargain? 
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Results 
In 2018, 3,830 cases involved the seizure of currency or property, with a total of 4,550 property 
items seized from 4,115 individuals.  A total of 43 law enforcement agencies (seizing 5

authorities) had at least one Controlled Dangerous Substance (CDS) case in which property was 
seized from an individual. As of March 1, 2019, 7.1% (n = 322) of the property items were 
forfeited. Table 1. Seizures and Forfeitures by Agency shows the agency breakdown of seizure 
cases. There were only 15 cases in which the federal government took control of the seized 
property. 

5 Eight-five cases were removed from the analysis because the underlying charge was not a Controlled Dangerous 
Substance violation. 
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As illustrated in Table 2. Seizures and Forfeitures by County, over 80% of all seizures 
occurred within the five largest jurisdictions in the State: Baltimore City (n = 2,279), Baltimore 
County (n = 302), Prince George's County (n = 179), Montgomery County (n = 145), and Anne 
Arundel County (n = 120).  
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As illustrated below, Table 3. Race/Ethnicity of Persons that had Property Seized identifies 
the race/ethnicity of persons who had property seized. Based on this illustration, the majority of 
persons who had property seized by a seizing authority in response to a CDS violation were 
Black (84.8%), followed by persons who were White (12.8%) and Hispanic (1.5%). Persons who 
were American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, or Other represented less than 1% of all seizures. 
In addition, and based on Table 4. Gender of Persons that had Property Seized, over 91% of 
persons who had property seized were male and over 8% were female. 

 

Of the 4,115 individuals who had property seized, as shown in Chart 1. Breakdown of Charges 
for Individuals that had Property Seized, 76.5% of individuals who had property seized were 
charged with CDS Distribution and the remaining 23.5% were charged with CDS Possession.  
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In 2017, the implementation group held several discussions to ensure compliance with Chapters 
619 and 658 of 2016. During these discussions, the group agreed to focus on obtaining statistics 
as it relates to the outcomes of criminal cases where property was forfeited. Of those 322 cases, 
two-thirds  resulted in a guilty or probation before judgement verdict, 55 (17.1%) were not 
prosecuted and 44 (13.7%) are pending trial (as illustrated below in Chart 2. Criminal 
Outcomes of Forfeiture Cases). A total of 242 cases (75.2%) received a plea bargain, including 
180 of the 210 cases that ended with a guilty verdict.  

 

As illustrated on the following pages, a total of 4,550 items were seized by law enforcement 
agencies in 2018. Various items relating to the use or distribution of CDS such as contraband 
bongs, bowls, digital scales, and rolling papers were not included in these figures and were 
excluded from the data. Also, and as identified in Table 5. Seizure and Forfeiture Values by 
Agency and Table 6. Seizure and Forfeiture Values by County, nearly $10 million in property 
was seized by law enforcement in 2018, withover $700,000 forfeited. 
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As depicted in Chart 3. Seizure Property Types, the property type in over 78% of all seizures 
consisted of currency that was used in CDS violations (n = 3,558), followed by motor vehicles 
(13.5%, n = 614), firearms (3.7%, n = 167), cell phones (3.4%, n = 155), other property (0.6%, n 
= 28), jewelry (0.3%, n = 14), and real property (0.3%, n = 14).  

 

Based on the illustration below, Table 7. Seizure Values by Property Type identifies the mean 
and median seizure amounts in relation to the different property types. The highest median value 
occurred for motor vehicles ($3,484), followed by jewelry ($1,100), other property ($500), 
currency ($381), firearms ($325), phones ($200), and real property ($200).  
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As illustrated below, Chart 4. Vehicle Seizure Models provides a breakdown of the make for 
all 614 motor vehicles seized by law enforcement agencies, and Chart 5. Vehicle Seizure 
Models by Year captures the frequency of vehicles by their model year.  
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Table 7. Seizure Values by Property Outcome provides the status of all property seizures that 
occurred in 2018. As of March 1, 2018, nearly 77% of all property seizures remained in a 
pending status. Over 15% of all property seizures were returned to the individual (n = 705, 
15.5%), based on the following outcomes: 

➢ Full return: 477 (10.5%) 
➢ Returned to innocent owner: 206 (4.5%) 
➢ Returned to lienholder: 22 (0.5%)  

As previously mentioned, 322 property items were forfeited and not returned to the owner. In 
addition, a settlement (either full or partial) occurred with twenty property items. Table 7. 
Seizure Values by Property Outcome also captures the mean and median seizure amounts by 
the different property outcome types. 

 

As illustrated on the following page, Chart 6. Forfeiture Property Types identifies the 
property types specifically for property items that were forfeited. Over 62% of the forfeited 
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property was currency (n = 201), 21% were firearms (n = 69), and 9% were motor vehicles (n = 
30). In addition, 12 items categorized as other, nine phones, and one real property item were also 
forfeited.  

  

Table 8. Forfeiture Values by Property Type illustrates the mean and median forfeited 
amounts by the different property types. The highest median value occurred for motor vehicles 
($3,338), followed by currency ($1,000), other property ($615), real property ($500), firearms 
($350), and phones ($100). 
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Recommendations 
In preparing this Seizure and Forfeiture 2018 Annual Report (Second Report to the State of 
Maryland), it became clear that the law could be changed to make these reporting requirements 
more useful to entities involved with forfeitures and policy makers (as illustrated below). 

● Data falls outside the statutorily required date of March 1. Because this date is used 
by the Office to prepare the aggregate report, and as referenced by the data in this report, 
most cases and the status of the property seizure have not been fully resolved by this 
time. Although the Office is  not statutorily required to examine other considerations, the 
Office is currently considering ways to provide updated information on these cases on its 
website. To address this, the law could be clarified to require seizing authorities and 
forfeiting authorities to update the status of cases that they reported even after the March 
1 reporting period.  

● The March 1 deadline for the Center to post the individual reports and the 
aggregate report on its website should be changed to September 1, based on the 
following reasons  

○ The individual reports are due by March 1 which does not provide time to review 
the reports, request additional information if needed, and correct obvious errors. 
For instance, in this report, there were 85 reports of forfeitures that were not 
related to CDS that needed to be removed from the analysis. Posting the 
individual reports on March 1, which does not provide time to review the reports, 
is not productive and will be a source of confusion. 

○ To ensure consistency, both the individual and aggregate reports should be posted 
at the same time.  
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